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	Optional/General comments


	This paper investigates the prevalence of resistance to oxyimino-cephalosporin antibiotics and the associated β-lactamase genes (TEM, SHV, CTX-M) in K. pneumoniae strains from urine samples in Burkina Faso. While the topic is of significant public health importance, the manuscript contains serious flaws in its methodology, data presentation, and analysis that prevent it from being a credible scientific publication in its current state. The paper requires a major correction before it can be considered for publication.

Key Flaws and Required Corrections

1. Data Inconsistencies

· Conflicting Sample Sizes: The paper claims to have studied 23 isolates, but the prevalence percentages for resistance genes (TEM, SHV, CTX-M) only add up to a base of 14, not 23. This fundamental inconsistency must be resolved.

· Contradictory Resistance Rates: The abstract's resistance rates for key antibiotics (CAZ, CTR, CTX) do not match the values reported in the results section (Table 3). This highlights significant data transcription errors.

· Ambiguous Terminology: The abbreviations for antibiotics, particularly "CTR" and "CRO," are used interchangeably and without clear definition, creating confusion.

2. Methodological Problems

· Unconfirmed ESBLs: The paper relies on a preliminary test ("champagne-cork appearance") but fails to include a definitive, standard ESBL confirmation test, which is critical for supporting its claims.

· Poor DNA Quality: The "heat-shock" DNA extraction method is too basic for reliable PCR, potentially yielding low-quality DNA that could lead to inaccurate results.

· Uninterpretable Gels: The gel electrophoresis images for the resistance genes are useless because they lack a DNA ladder. Without a ladder, it's impossible to verify the size of the DNA bands, making the PCR results unconfirmable.

3. Data Presentation & Analysis

· Disorganized Results: Key findings, such as specific correlation coefficients between genes and antibiotics, are mentioned only in the discussion section instead of being presented in the results where they belong.

· Poor Visuals: The figures for correlation analysis are non-standard and hard to interpret, making it difficult to understand the study's findings on gene-antibiotic relationships.

Overall Recommendation

The paper's execution and reporting are so fundamentally flawed that a simple "minor correction" is insufficient. The authors must:

1. Correct All Data: Ensure all numbers are accurate and consistent.

2. Validate Results: Re-run gels with a DNA ladder and perform proper ESBL confirmation tests.

3. Improve Clarity: Standardize terminology and reorganize the results for a logical flow.

Until these major revisions are made, the paper's conclusions cannot be considered reliable.
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